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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-31 and 33-38 are pending. Applicant has amended claims 1 — 19, 28-29, 35-36 
and 38 and canceled claim 32. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 6/1 1/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-18, 29-31 and 33-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Claim 1 recites "one input parameter from information included in an input source, the 
input source comprising at least one pipelined live object outputted by a second data structure 
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that is identical to the first data structure", however, the limitation was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one of skilled in the art that the invention, 
at the time of the application was filed, has possession of the claimed invention. The 
specification seems to disclose (See Fig. 13, and specification, page 46, line 13 - page 47, line 5) 
the input source comprises multiple parts, each parts is associated with one of the objects 
instantiated from multiple data structures/classes, and during execution of the objects, each 
object may output live object which is input as input object to the next pipelined object. Though, 
the input source does not include the object outputted from objects that instantiated from the data 
structures/classes. 

Claims 2-18 fail to remedy the deficiencies of claim 1 above and also rejected under the 
same ground of rejection. 

Claim 29 suffers the same problem as claim 1 above and is rejected under the same 
ground of rejection; 

Claims 30-3 1 and 33-36 fail to remedy the deficiencies of claim 29 above and also 
rejected under the same ground of rejection. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-31 and 33-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claim 1 recites "wherein the parameter definition is a declared property in a declared 
class of the first data structure", and "when the first data structure becomes instantiated into an 
object", however, the specification does not seem to disclose "a declared class of the first data 
structure", rather, the first data structure is the declared class itself. Furthermore, in the object 
oriented programming, an object is instantiated from a class, not a structure, therefore, claim 1 is 
rejected as being indefinite for failing to point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. 

Claims 19, 28 and 29 suffer the same problem as claim 1 above, and are rejected under 
the same ground of rejection. 

Claim 1 further recites "one pipelined live object outputted by a second data structure that 
is identical to the first data structure", which is unclear how it is supported by the specification. 
The specification seems to disclose the pipelined object is outputted by a second object 
instantiated from a second class/data structure . In addition, the claim recites "identical to the first 
data structure" which makes claim indefinite because "identical" does not seem to support by the 
specification. A first data structure is a class and a second data structure is also a class, but two 
classes are not identical. 

Claim 15 recites "wherein the data structure is a public class" which is unclear as to 
which the data structure is referred to, i.e., "the first data structure" or "the second data 
structure". Furthermore, now claim 15, which depends on claim 1, claims "wherein the 
parameter definition is a declared property in a declared class of a public class", which is doesn't 
make sense at all. 

The rest of the claims are depend on the parent claims and fail to remedy the deficiencies 
of parent claims above and are also rejected under the same ground of rejection 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-8, 10-18, 29-31, 33, 36 and 38 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Shalabi et al. (U.S. 
2004/0143599 Al). 

As to claim 1, Little teaches a computer readable medium encoded with a data structure, 
comprising: 

a parameter definition for at least one input parameter (private String [] argument types; 
col. 8, lines 55-60), the parameter definition being configured to enable identification of 
an appropriate input for the at least one parameter (The Java class CLIAction translates 
arguments from the input string; col. 9, lines 16-18), wherein the parameter definition is 
created via a class declaration within the data structure (CLIAction class; col. 8, lines 55- 
56), and 

an instruction-based mechanism configured to use the parameter definition to identify the 
appropriate input for the at least one input parameter from information included in an 
input source (The Java class . . . then invokes the object and method required for that 
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input; col. 9, lines 16-18 and For each of the types in the ... command line; col. 11, lines 
14-22 and 26-44), the input source comprising at least one live object (command line; 
col. 11, lines 21-22), 

- wherein the instruction-based mechanism is further configured to process the at least one 
input parameter based on the appropriate input to output a live object when the data 
structure becomes instantiated into an object (Upon receiving the serialized input . . . into 
the actual object, method and constructors that are used to invoke the method; col. 10, 
lines 53-67 and For each of the types in the ... command line; col. 11, lines 14-22 and 26- 
44). 

Little does not teach the input source comprising at least one pipelined live object 
outputted by a second data structure that is identical to the first data structure, apply one or more 
directives associated with the declared class that specify at least one of a machine role or a use 
role. However, Shalabi teaches the input source comprising at least one pipelined live object 
outputted by a second data structure that is identical to the first data structure (page 7, paragraph 
[0103], [0110], page 9, paragraphs [0163] and [0167]), apply one or more directives associated 
with the declared class that specify at least one of a machine role or a use role (page 6, paragraph 
[0085], page 7, paragraph [0097]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply the teaching of Shalabi to the system of Little because Shalabi teaches a 
method for administering multiples places deployed on multiple servers, thus a user can 
control/utilizes multiple servers from a single user interface. 
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As to claim 2, Little teaches the input source comprises a string (command line; col. 11, 
lines 21-22). 

As to claim 3, Little does not teach the string comprises a part of a script. However, 
Shalabi teaches string comprises a part of a script (batch file; page 9, paragraph [0163]). 

As to claim 4, Little teaches the string comprises a part of a command string entered on a 
command line (command line; col. 11, lines 21-22). 

As to claim 5, Little teaches wherein the parameter definition comprises a data type 
(String; col. 8, line 59) and a name for the expected input parameter (time, day of month, month 
and year; col. 7, lines 58-60). 

As to claim 6, Little teaches wherein the information comprises a value (For example 
consider the day of the month argument for the "clock set" command ... to this argument; col. 
13, line 65 - col. 14, line 3). 

As to claim 7, see rejection of claim 5 above. Little further teaches wherein the 
mechanism further coerces the value having a first data type into a converted value having a 
second data type specified in the definition (A string input to this argument that cannot be parsed 
into an integer is invalid; col. 13, line 67 - col. 14, line 1). 
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As to claim 8, Little teaches the input source comprises a set of objects (show, show 
clock details; col. 12, lines 15-20). 

As to claim 10, Little teaches wherein the input source comprises a precisely parseable 
stream (A string input to this argument that cannot be parsed into an integer is invalid; col. 13, 
line 67 - col. 14, line 1). 

As to claim 11, Little do not teach wherein the precisely parseable stream comprises an 
XML-based document. However, Shalabit teaches a parser parses and validates an XML 
document (page 7, paragraphs [0103]-[0104]). 

As to claim 12, Little teaches wherein the mechanism further identifies and populates 
each expected input parameter for each record within the input source (For each of the types in 
the ... command line; col. 11, lines 14-22 and 26-44). 

As to claim 13, Little teaches a mapping mechanism that is operative to associate a 
mapped name with the input parameter, wherein identifying the information is based on the 
mapped name ("string name"; col. 9, lines 47-62 and col. 7, lines 17-52). 

As to claim 14, Little teaches wherein the mechanism comprises a method inherited from 
a class provided within a runtime environment (method name; col. 10, lines 55-67). 
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As to claim 15, Little teaches wherein the data structure is a public class (CLIAction 
class; col. 10, line 54 - col. 11, line 10). 

As to claim 16, Little teaches wherein the input parameters are public parameters (col. 
11, lines 33-44). 

As to claim 17, Little teaches a plurality of parameter definitions, each parameter 
definition corresponding to one of a plurality of input parameters, wherein at least one of the 
parameter definitions is configured to be indirectly associated with the data structure (an 
<action> tag content in the XML CLI ... a Java class CLIAction . . . private String [] 
argument_types; col. 8, lines 45-60 and This includes defining the Java class . . . mapping in 
XML; col. 11, lines 58-65). 

As to claim 18, Little teaches wherein the indirect association between the at least one of 
the parameter definitions and the data structure comprises a reference to an XML based 
document that enables identification of the corresponding input parameter (XML CLI description 
files; see Figs. 2-3 and associated text). 

As to claim 38, Little teaches wherein the live object is of a data type having a method, 
the method being directly invocable when processing the expected input parameter (see Fig. 20). 



As to claim 29, Little teaches 
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a name identifying an application that is included in a declared parent class provided by 
an object-based environment (CLI application; col. 3, lines 16-18, and col. 4, lines 6-7 
and col. 7, lines 35-41), 

- at least one member configured to receive one or more sets of input, wherein each set of 
input comprises at least one live object (When a user . . . CLI command . . . action; col. 5, 
lines 55-58 and token on the command line; col. 11, lines 20-21), 

a method associated with the one or more sets of input (method; col. 11, lines 14-15), 

- wherein the declared parent class is configured to provide processing that executes the 
method for each set of input received for the at least one member when the name of the 
application is invoked (when the command "show clock" command ... in the action; col. 
5, lines 59-67). 

Little does not explicitly teach the application comprises a command in a pipeline of 
commands, and the set of input comprises results from a previous command in the pipeline of 
commands. However, Shalabi teaches the application comprises a command in a pipeline of 
commands (The Administrator then issues a series of input commands; page 7, paragraph 
[0103]), and the set of input comprises results from a previous command in the pipeline of 
commands (Output of one command may be input to another; page 7, paragraph [0110], page 9, 
paragraphs [0163] and [0167]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply the teaching of Shalabi to the system of Little because Shalabi teaches a 
method for administering multiples places deployed on multiple servers, thus a user can 
control/utilizes multiple servers from a single user interface. 
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As to claim 30, Little teaches wherein the at least one member comprises an expected 
input parameter (time, day of month, month and year; col. 7, lines 58-60). 

As to claim 31, Little teaches wherein the declared parent class further provides 
validation processing on each set of input for the expected input parameter and does not execute 
the method for one set of input if the one set fails the validation processing (Argument validation 
. . . throwing an ArgumentException instance; col. 13, line 54 - col. 14, line 25). 

As to claim 33, Little teaches wherein each set of input includes an identifier that 
associated the input with the member (object_name, method_name; col. 10, lines 60-61 and col. 
12, lines 15-29). 

As to claim 36, Little teaches wherein the command is invoked via an object-based 
command line environment (When a user . . . CLI command . . . action; col. 5, lines 55-58 and 
token on the command line; col. 11, lines 20-21). 

9. Claims 19-23, 26, 28 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gillis et al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2). 

As to claim 19, Gillis teaches a computer-executable method for populating parameters 
declared within a data structure (abstract), the method comprising: 
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obtaining an expected name for a parameter, the expected name being assigned in a 
declaration for the parameter within a data structure (determined whether an associated 
parameter description is found using the unique key of the received parameter; col. 7, lines 60- 
62), 

identifying a label within an input source correlating to the expected name (the function 
finds the associated received parameter using the unique key of the parameter descriptor; col. 8, 
lines 17-20), the input source not comprising a live object (invalid command message; col. 7, 
lines 52-55), 

retrieving a value associated with the label (the value of the received parameter; col. 8, 
lines 29-30), and 

assigning the value to the parameter (the value of the received parameter ... message 
structure; col. 8, lines 35-43). 

Gillis does not explicitly teach the expected name being assigned via a declared property 
in a declared class, applying one or more declared directives associated with the declared class of 
a data structure to the value, the one or more declared directives being associated with the 
parameter, wherein the one or more declared directive are configured to cause an administrative 
tool framework to process the parameter. However, Little teaches the expected name being 
assigned via a declared property in a declared class (time, day of month, month and year; col. 7, 
lines 58-60 and CLIAction class; col. 8, lines 50-60), applying one or more declared directives 
associated with the declared class of a data structure to the value, the one or more declared 
directives being associated with the parameter, wherein the one or more declared directive are 
configured to cause an administrative tool framework to process the parameter (the runtime 
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system performs object mapping, method mapping and the arguments are provided to carry out 
the action; col. 5, lines 55-67, col. 10, lines 53-67 and validating the arguments and performing 
the required action; col. 13, line 54 - col. 14, line 20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply the teaching of Little to the system of Gillis because Little teaches a method 
that maps command to objects and method defined in Java classes, and using this method will 
shield users from changes or version upgrades applied to the system (col. 14, lines 31-44). 

As to claim 20, Gillis teaches wherein the expected name and label are identical (unique 
key; col. 7, lines 60-63). 

As to claim 21, Gillis teaches providing mapping information that defines an alias name 
for the expected name and identifying the label based on the alias name (unique key; col. 7, lines 
60-63). 

As to claim 22, Gillis teaches wherein the input source comprises a command string 
entered on a command line (col. 1, lines 29-33) and the alias name is provided within the 
command string (unique key; col. 7, lines 60-63). 

As to claim 23, Gillis teaches wherein the alias name is provided within a data store (the 
function finds the associated received parameter using the unique key of the parameter 
descriptor; col. 8, lines 17-20). 
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As to claim 26, Gillis teaches wherein the input source comprises a command string 
entered on a command line (col. 1, lines 29-33). 

As to claim 37, Gillis teaches validating the value and wherein assigning the value to the 
parameter occurs if the value passes the validation (col. 8, lines 28-43). 

As to claim 28, it is the same as the method claim 19 except it is a computer system claim 
and is rejected under the same ground of rejection. 

10. Claims 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Little 
et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) Shalabi et al. (U.S. 2004/0143599 Al) further in view of Gillis et 
al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl). 

As to claim 34, Little does not teach wherein the parent class further provides a mapping 
process that allows a specified alias for the identifier. However, Gillis teaches wherein the parent 
class further provides a mapping process that allows a specified alias for the identifier (unique 
key; col. 7, lines 56-65 and col. 8, lines 15-20). 

As to claim 35, Little does not teach wherein the application comprises a command and 
the specified alias is provided as an argument to the command when the command is invoked. 
However, Gillis teaches wherein the application comprises a command (doValidate() routine 
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with a appropriate argument; col. 7, lines 42-44) and the specified alias is provided as an 
argument to the command when the command is invoked (unique key of the received parameter; 
col. 7, lines 60-63). 

11. Claims 25, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gillis 
et al. (U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) further in view of Lee 
(U.S. 6,405,365 Bl). 

As to claim 25, Gillis does not teach wherein the input source comprises a database table. 
However, Lee teaches wherein the input source comprises a table (Instructions File 150; col. 8, 
linesl4-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Lee to the system of Gillis because Lee teaches data 
in the database table can be used in the system of Gillis, not only from command line, thus, it 
would improve the performance of Gillis system. 

As to claim 27, Gillis does not teach the input source comprises a script. However, Lee 
teaches the string comprises a part of a script (next instruction in Instructions File 150; col. 8, 
linesl4-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Lee to the system of Little because Lee teaches an 
alternate method to validate not only a single command but a file of command, thus it would 
improve the performance of the Little system. 
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12. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Little et al. 
(U.S. 6,907,572 B2) in view of Shalabi et al. (U.S. 2004/0143599 Al) further in view of Jones 
(Parse and Validate Command Line Parameters with VB.NET). 

As to claim 9, Little and Shalabi do not teach wherein the set of objects comprises .NET 
objects. However, Jones the set of objects comprises .NET object (In VB.NET, you can obtain 
the command line passed to the VB.NET via the Command() function; page 2). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
teaching of Jones to the system of Little and Shalabi because Jones teaches how to parse and 
validate .NET command line, thus, the system of Little can be improve to validate new type of 
objects. 

13. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gillis et al. 
(U.S. 6,286,035 Bl) in view of Little et al. (U.S. 6,907,572 B2) further in view of Allen (U.S. 
6,658,625 Bl). 

As to claim 24, Little does not teach wherein the input source comprises an XML 
document. However, Allen teaches a parser parses and validates an XML document (col. 19, 
lines 35-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply the teaching of Allen to the system of Little because Allen teaches a 
method to parse and validate XML documents, thus the system of Gillis would be improve 
because it not only can process command but also XML documents. 
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Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3 1 and 33-38 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See PTO 892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DIEM K. CAO whose telephone number is (571)272-3760. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30AM - 4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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DC 

August 29, 2008 
/Diem K Cao/ 

Acting Examiner of Art Unit 2194 



